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1. The comparieon of Soviet and Voice o‘ »Lerica propaganda is intended to mz
vide (a) clues to the mentality) which shapes;USS ‘propaganda techniques and (b) e Y
parative material for the examination of U, S. , 'opnganda techniques. ‘ b

f i ‘ i

2. The resemblances between ooviet and American propaganda are greater than =

generally supposed. ' The differences are mat'tera f',degree, not of kind. The samef...ind &=
universal values are invoked in both; both illus et of principles °£‘" o
effective propaganda, certain llmitatlons meﬁ”‘oﬁ Rassliceind

3. The differences in degree appéar to|b
peculiarities: ! .

functions of the| following psychalﬁé“]&:’ﬁl =
: ;fm ;m Lev]

a. Soviet canfllctmmindednesa“,j dicho qi'zing propensity, and class= Lmimﬂ

mindedness. N | "
b. American enterta,.nment-s—mindednes‘ %individualism, fact-mindedness, | Buafind !
. traditionalism, and defensive po T Sl :

A. TFOREWORD | o |

Thie study is an impressmnlstic comparison; not based on statistical data. The
impressions of Soviet propaganda are derived lfﬁ’" everal years of continucus obaervation
(1947-51), but the observed sample or Voice of} merica broadcasts is much more limited--
gome 300,000 words, taken chiefly fromthe ms t\g‘: ‘of December 1950 and January 1951.
The differences are of interest| from two etamrl&\ tn'bs' :
| ‘ H
1, Each of them raises a question ag to,,
policy or emphasis differs from ours, it may: lo;
inventory of differences should provide a num
what propaganda methods are most. effective. ,

paganda policy.| Wherever the Soviﬂt
-not be more effective than ours. An

of startingnpoints for examina‘t‘:lon of

2. The difference.» m&y bel clues to the i'ty of the SoLiet propagandist, to

his values, his beliefs, his mental ilities. These limitations

and vulnerabilities were outlined in e data of the present STAT

gtudy may serve to round out +the picture and underline certain aspects of those papers.

|
B. RESEMBLANCES ; 1

| I ;
The resemblances between Soviet and american pro
than most Americans realize. They derive f{romg

mda are great--much greater, probably,
'rinciples. (1) the universali'ty of
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the human value-system to which all propaganda neces:;arlly appeals (the desires for
peace, democracy, national independence, class justice, economic\ welfare, reliable
Imowledge, etc. K and (2) the common assumptions of| pronagandists as to the techniques
they must use to be effective (clenrness, 51mp11c1tv, human \mtepest, select:xon,
slanting, avoiding ohvious lies, distinguishing between rulers and. people in an enemy
nation, etc.) For a list of 33 smularities, see section D ‘below.

Those differences which do exist a”e almost en- ulrelv dlff.‘erences‘ of degzree rather than
of kind. For instance, one of the most extreme diflerences .3 in 'the amount of
emphasis on free speech and other 1nd1v1dua1 f‘reedoms But ‘when\ Moscow occasionally |
mentions free speech, it resembles us in seeming to take it ‘f‘or granted that free
speech is desirable, and in claimlng that i1 has free speech and\ its opponents do not|

The similarity is in fact so great that it may wellwbe due to sor‘nethiny more than the
realiotic and universal exigencies of propaganda; 1+ may also be| due partly:to mutual
imitation as between hostile propagandists. A convergence-teﬂndency is higtorically
demonstrable; Communist propageanda is more like ours than it was| in 1934, and ours is
more like that of Moscow than it was in 1949. Hitler's propaxganda was much closer to
the general patter: in the 1930's +han it was in the 1920!s, J The evidence suggests
that there is such a thing as an internatlional propagandists'! N culture, which like all
cultures tends to accept its own assumptions uncritically, vrlthout empirical test. I‘t
may well be thet some <. the “principles of propaganda" whlch are more or less implicitly
taken for granted by propagandists throughout +the world woul‘d be\i‘ound to be false 11‘1
they were subjected to experimental study. For example, it p‘lay be that both we and the
Russians underestimate the propaganda values of modestv and Jzrsaasscmableness. |

This term means not necessarily desire for ;war, but| a tendency to assume a state
of conflict as inevitable and to see everythmg else in terms of |it, If thc-re ig a single
key word in Soviet thinking and writing it is the word “struggle/" . Every economic eff‘ort,
every attempt at negotiation, every honest difference of opim.on{between blundering human
beings tends to become struggle-ized as it passes through the distorting lenses of the
perceptual process in the Soviet mind. The person with dii‘ferent 'views is seen as a deadly
enemy, and the way to peace is seen not in a meeting of mlnds‘ but in a steel=like deter-
mination to expose the enemy's deceptmns, to resist his avgreealone, and perhaps, by
implication, to destroy him if possible. i “

C. DIFFERENCES .

i | b :
The observed differences between VOA and Moscow propaganda can ' be grouped under eight
main headings: | \
‘ J
\

1. Soviet Conflict-Mindednesgi

To some extent this type of thinking is characteristmc of all nations engaged
in the merciless game of power-~polities, It has also been accentuated in our own couqtry
during the past few years, under the double impact ¢l the atomic 'bomb and the danger of
Sovietl aggression; and there are some who fear that we have already ‘become "as bad as |the
Russians" in our coni‘lict-mlndednees. The evidence of propagvandr ‘analysis. however,
suggests that we still have a long way to go before reachmg that: point e specific
differences are as follows: \ :

a. Greater frequency of denunciation. In a.verage r‘lumbe‘r of denunciatory wonds
or ideas per minute, Soviet broadcasts greatly exceed ours, ‘"r[‘hey‘ fairly bristle with

words like aggressor, warmonger, monopolist, imperlallst reactionary, incendiary of war,
lackey, slander, treacherous. This is perhaps partly a mere ‘ma.t*r,er of gtyle. Our broad=-
casts are now decidedly hard~-hitting on the whole, but in a more ‘factual-sounding way \and
with fewer denunciatory epithets: per sentence. It may well be that our gtyle is fully as
effective in smearing the enemy as the Soviet style is. But ‘even 3£ it is only a ‘
differe e in style, that has some significance. It/ is as if1 the‘ Soviet propagandists,
taking their version of the confliet for granted, are unawarc.\of the fact that they may
have to prove their version to an unconvinced listener, and of the ifact that he may be‘
repelled by a frequency of verhal mudmslinging out of proporbion to; what he now believes
to be realistic. H 1

Of all the quantitative measures of confllf-t-’mindedneee this is probably
the most significant as well as the most accurately mear,urable. It was the chief single
difference between the propaganda oI“ ¥itler and Roosevelt during ‘r,he pre=-war years;
Hitler denounced Just about three 'tmes as often as Roosevelt‘]did‘ 'Tt is also & usefu
measure of increasing war-mindednezg; Roosevelt!s denunciations d.lring the period 1939
were much more frequent then during the period 1935-39.
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b. More military metaphors|and words for physical violence. In Soviet propa-
gande there are more military t:rms such as camp, march, cadre, banner, hero, front,

vanguard, rear, cempaign, and also mére words for physmal\vmlence such as cmah,
annihilate, unleash, strangle, cannon odder, cannibal

|
i
|
!
\
\
|
\
|
|
|
|
c. More words connoting susgiclog There is a special parancid flnvor in oth‘er

favorite Soviet terms such as unmask,:expose, plot, undermine, traitor, betray, forced J‘c,o
admit, not attempting to conceal, lie, slander. The underlying assumption seems to be ‘
that any appearance of innocence in The enemy 15 necessarily deceptive, ; [

\

|

|
d. [ewer words represent ng ' the gent;er virtyes.| In VOA broadcasts ag con-

trasted with Moscow there is is occagional occurrence of words of a radically different|
sort: kindly, decent, g—acious, good, sympathy, mercy, compassion, humility, neighborli-
ness., Moscow has a few words in thls ‘general meanmg—area-—-friendly, cooperation, co- |
existence, etc.~-but with the Soviets the field of the genfler virtues seems to be less,
differentiated than it is with us. (This is typical of the nature of differences of this
sort. There is in Soviet prop&ganda a meaning-area corresponding to every major meaning-
area in our propaganda, and vice versa; the dlfferences show up in the degree 01‘ }
differentiation,) | | ‘ ‘ !
! \

The term "good will" is 98pecially; interesting in this connectioni Vhen it first

appeared in the  Stockholm Appeal in March 1950 it stuck out 1like a sore thumb,; It was as
un=Soviet as the complete absence of denunciation in the Stockholm Appeal. Both were |
apparently shrewdly caleculated (perhaps by Ilya Ehrenburg, \who was active in the Stockholm
meeting) to appeal to non-Communist Weeterners. The term ;good will" continued to appear
very frequently dnr:mg the next several months, i but only in connection with the Stockholm
fopeal, and only in a stereotyped slogan-like fashion; it was an alien in‘rrus:.on which i
never became assimilated into the body of Sov1et propagandd. ; !
\ | ‘
e. Fewer words_for moderation. The VOA is more llkely to use worda such as }
evolu't.lon, liberal, adaptability, elasticity, ethical restzvaln’c and conversely, to i
condemn ite enemies as extremist, died-in-the-wool, fanatlcal, dogmatlc, grim i ‘

|

f. Less reference to civilian life: home, children etc, Ehrenburg is again\an
exception, but in Soviet propaganda ag a whole, unlike the J‘VOA, there is an almost total
absence of terms such as Daddy, Santal Claus, doll, Christmjs present, comi‘ortable homea.

g. More termsg for determinat ion, Tnelmartial spirit of Soviet propagandn.sts 1

appears in expresmons such as firmly iconfident, steeled :m the struggle, iron|iiscipline
(frequent in Stalin's writings, but sof t-pedaled in current propaganda for general |
consumption), peace forces, democratlc forces, "we do not beg for peace, we demand it. "§
h. More terms for strength. ' For instgnce, mighty‘, bulwark, irresmtlble, in-!
vineible, triumph. ; i ‘ ‘ !
i, More terms for unity. For instance: unanimity, union, alliance, moral and
political unity of the Soviet peoples\r. the peoplea of the world are struggling for peace,
the democratic camp, the-Soviet-Union= and-the-People s-Demo‘cracies, This is somewhat |
related to the claim of universal acceptance of ‘the Soviet yersion of reality: as is |
known, everyone knows, the whole world knows. The VOA talks much about unity in the West,
and also uges the "as is known" devlcp, though probably not| nearly as much as Moscow does.
It may be that our total attentlon to unity is as great as theirs in view 27 our ‘
exceptional need for it at the present time, ! |

2. erican Entertainment-Mindednes |

national income than in Russia, and has become closely allied to the art of verbal exe
pression, It is understandable, then,: that the Voice of America should greatly surpass

\

|

|

\

In America the entertainment mdustry accounts for‘ a far larger part of the 1
|

|

Moscow in the entertainment--value which it prov:Ldes. Specifically: i
|

a, More human_interest. The VOA talkq much more ebout concrete :mdlviduale, i
i1 has more dialogue, more anecdotes,{more drama. It rel ates itself more directly to the
daily life of the listeners as individuals, Its commentators are more personalized, and
express more personal feelings. ‘ |

b, More humor. The number of out-righﬁ Jokes is far greater, sa*irical drematic
sketches are much more frequent, and the number of ironical| twists in oruinary .commentary
is considerably ‘greater. ; : !
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c. M__re__vg_rig&x The VOA whas far more variety|in style of presentation and in
the illustrations given to support ma,jor themee.\ It probably has a much more varied
vocabulary. And it is also more varied (perhaps much too varied) in the subthemes which
it uses to support its major themes } VOA w. ‘ters seem much more sensitive to the
possibility of boring their listeners by excessive repetition. This quality is good from
the standpoint of keeping listene:re:J +gpeciaily |those whc have no gtrong political
interest, but it raises a question as to whether a greater concentration of, fire might
bring greater resulis. We could be nedrly as varied as we are now in the concrete

21lustirations we use to support & gl‘ven subtheme (such .8 slave labor in the USSR, or the
historical record of Soviet aggression) and still concentrate our fire on a smaller and
more carefully selected set of sub'themes.

d. Evaluations in terms of interest. [The word|"interesting" occurs in VOA
broadcasts, and so do opposite terms such as "drab." They are almost if not completely

absent from Soviet broadcasts. \

i | !

3. American ;ndividgg 1iem 1 ‘ |

a, JIndividual f;egdgm. As mentloned abovc, or“ important difference between
the two verbal value-~systems lies in the emphasis given to individual freedom; Moscow
claims to be in favor of it, but giv‘es it only a tenth o; a twentieth as much emphasis as
the VOA does. This is the one great exception to the generalization that their basic
criteria of evaluation (peace, democracy, national independence, economic welfare, ete.)
are essentially the same as ours., It appears in the 1nfrequency of the term "individual
freedom" and related terms such as civil liberti '\e, freedom of speech, freedom of press,
freedom of relipion, academic freedom, Bill of nghts, free expression, It also appears
in the sheer frequency of the word freedom as compared with the word democracy. VWhile
Moscow speaks continually of the democratic camp, we speak continually of the free world.
There is a significant difference in coxxnotatiod, since the natural and usual context for
the word "free" is an individual context. It appears too in the way in which Moscow handles
such events as the trial cf top Cormnunists in the United \States. The usual line 1s to
claim that such persecution of "peace partisans" proves the opposition of the American
ruling circles to peace; it is the opposi‘bion of‘ the rul:mg circles to what the victim
~tands for, rather than the v1olation of his rights as an individual, tha® is emphasized.

b, Other referencee to ingividuals. Terms like enterpriee, opportunity, in-
dividuality, private, one's owm, personal preference are |commoner in VOA material. The

personal pronouns—~I, me, we, us,! you, your--are; much more frequent, This reflects the
greater "human interest" mentioned above, but also suggests a basic person~mindedness
which goes beyond mere entertalnment-mindedness.

c. More varied tgrms for dLmocracx gnd\ tyzanm' while the terms "democracy"

and "democratic" occur with enormous| frequency in Soviet broadcasts, as well as the terms
"popular'" and "people," the concept of democracy is not much elaborated or differentiated.
There are few terms such as constitutionalism or| representative government. On the
negative side especially the VOA broadcasts show more dlff.'ev‘en tiation. Corresponding to
the Soviet term "ruling circles" andl related words such as reactionary and monopolist,

the VOA has a lsrge armory!of terms such as dlctatorship, totalitarian, tyranny, serfdom,
deified state, secret police, regimentation, sla‘ve labor,

(This is perhaps related to the Soviet tendency to identify cemocracy with
class justice and to identify anti-democracy mth class exploitation. They confuse govern=
ment for the people with government by ‘the people more ofiten than we do. In a sense,
therefore, their concept of democracy is at this| point broader than ours, and terms like
exploitation and oppression should be included under it. )‘

4. Jmerican I‘act—Migdedgess ‘ ‘
The Soviet assumption in‘ general gseems to be that those vho are in the wrong are
necessarily wrong because of 1nherent evil or 111 will rdther than because of i sunder-
standing. This could be merely a mat‘ter of sound propaganda policy insofar as it applies
to the "rulers" of the opposing camp, the need for basic \smpl.Lclty probably necessitates
painting them as wholly evil and celculating in their wickednesa There is, however, a
strong tendency to apply it also to the followers in the opposing camp. The idea of the
Vestern masses being misled by their|capitalist rulers does occur in Soviet propaganda, .

but it is remarkably rare. ! i

i
| |
‘ |
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The more usual position is the patently unrealistic one that '"the people" in
the iVlest are already in "the demooratic camp." It is goubti‘m whether this is sound
propaganda policy. It must give many‘ listeners the impression that Moscow has strayed far
from reality, and it also: fails completely to meet these non-Communist Westerners on their
own mental ground. It therefore suggests that this isla real mental blindspot in the
Soviet propagandists, and! tnat they are relatively incnpable of thinking in terms of
varying degrees of knowledge and understanding. Tneir[frames of reference are nearly
always moral good vs. moral evil and streng‘rh vs. weakness ra*her than understanding vs.
misunderstanding. ¥ K }

CGreater American| fact»minded‘ness is also suggested by the following character-
istics of VOA propaganda.‘

a, More terms inade t knowledge The’VOA seems to use more terms ‘such as
knowledge, wisdom, reason,‘ realism and understande; and it certeinly has a freater
variety of non-condemnatory termes for inadequate lmowledge, such as misunderstanding, being
mislea, losing one's way, hesitation,|doubt, surprise.| It alsp recognizes the existence
of opinions as distinguished from having or not having|The Truth; it uses the term i"public
opinion" more often, as well as terms, 1ike expressing an opinion, exchanging views,

optimism, pessimism, etc. | ‘1 ‘ i

b. More fucts. The VOA is somewhat less inclined to rely on sweeping un-
supported generalizations or on the phrase "as is knovm.“ In its commentaries the ‘pro-
portion of facts used as illustrations or proof is higher, and the ratio of news to
commentary 1s probably higher. Also, although the VOA has very few neutral facts .rithout
clear propaganda implications, Moscow, has practically none. ;

P |

c. Less sgelling 1out of interpretations. Whether msely or unwisely, the Voice
more of‘ten presents facts without rubbing the lietener's face in its own inf Lerpretation of
those facts., This pollcy!certainly entails no great loss, since the implications are
nearly always fairly clear; and there|may be a great gain in appearance of objectivity,

In any case, the policy shows greater sensitivity to tne possibility of fact—mindednese
in the listener. ¥ ‘ a |

d. Less denunciéfion; fewer epithet . This has already been mentloned as an
indication of Soviet conflict-mindedness. It is also relevant at this point as an win-

dication of a kind of emotionality which may interfere |[with fact-mindedness., Whether this
kind of emotlonality is a propaganda advantage requires empirical evidence. The most

effective and genuinely hard-hitting kind of mud-slinging may be the kind which throws the
most factual mud, ;‘ | |

e. More historicgl materml.‘ In its "Do You [Remember"" series as well as at
many other points the Voice of Amerlca now uses historical material, and the amount of it
is much greater than Moscow's. It seems likely that this makes our broadcasis seem much
r{ori substantial in the eyes of an intellectually curious and politically conscious!

isterer. I
i ! \

f. More direct disgussion of.‘bpmnentg' ideology. In its comment on 5t alin 8
recent PRAVDA interview, for instance, the VOA gives some idea of the contert of that

interview. Both VOA and Moscow seem *r,o have a fairly firm principle that .ie opponent!'s
propaganda should not be dignified nor carried to new listeners by quotin; or attacking
it unnecessarily., There is a real question as_to whether the VOA is nou too similar to
Moscow in this respect; it may appear |to many listeners to be on a par with Mogcow, in

evasiveness. But at least it 1s somewhet less evasive [than Moscow is, and somewhet more
ready to meet a skeptical listener on his own 1deologiclal ground.,

g. More specific imilitary ang economic comarisogs Two especially 1nteresting
instances of greater i‘e.ctualness and specificity are the VOA's specific comparisons\ between

Eagt and West in economic Buccess (production, m;andardl of living) and military strength
(e.g., number of divieions). The former is perhaps entirely interpretable as due uO a
capltaliz:mg on the real fact of Western economic superiorlty, the West is now on a higher
economic level, and the Voice would be foolish not to he.mmer the point home with ‘
comparisons as specific as ‘possible. “lhe reverse is true in the matter of military
strength, however. It is therefore definitely notewortpy that Moscow relies on vague
generalizations about the "mighty" Soviet Union rather rthan getting down to .,pecific
elenents of strength, partly out of dosire not to appear militaristic, partly not to give
away military secrets, but partly in g eneral lack of appreciation of the propaganda;value
of specific facts. i {
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5. Soviet Dichotomizing ]
‘ ]

|

A closely related fact is that Soviet propaganda is characterized by an especially simple

white. It is true that we dichotomize in the opposite way, but our black is not quite
so: wholly black,};our white is not quite so wholly white, and the dichotomy itself does

quite so completely monopolize the whole picture. ' Soviet dichotomizing shows itself
9vera1 ways:| | X

| | |

is weak in land strength~~20 divisions in Western Europe, facing 170 Sovilet |
sions. OnlyiStalin has ever said anything comparable to this on the Soviit radio.

b. No approval of the enemy. The VOA once quoted an Indian who had lbeen
visiting Shanghaijand who had a few words of approval for Mao's government, It had

West
divi

aceomplished something, he said, in land reform and in reducing governmental corruption.

Pro"da.bly gince l“){.é Moscow has never given its opponents so much credit. i I
3 |

implying that the‘y were rot yet doing so. Moscow does not do this sort of thing.
i \ B i

alrg'pLdy complete land leaves nothing to be desired., Elections are uranimous, etc.
I I | ‘

: e. pPlurring distinctions within the enemy camp. Moscow identifies Truman with

Dewey and with Wall Street, Taft with Philip Murray and Norman Thomas, Blum with De Gaulle)

Walll Street with Tito. All are "reactionary." The VOA shows a strong similar| tendenwj‘cy
(describing Mao, |[for instance, as a mere puppet of Stalin), but it probably does not ‘c‘:arryi

the ‘tendency as far as Moscow. |

f. Blurring digtinctions within one's own camp. Tc claim unity on matters of |
foreign policy is lone thing; to give an impression of homogeneity in other respeects ig
another. Moscow,||for instance, blurs the distinction between its own socialism and thne
"pecple's democracy" in its satellites, and between the soeialiem which it has|now and ;
the' jcommunism tow‘a:rd which it is "marching.” Cultural.differences between ‘r.he}Ulcraini‘ans f
end ithe Great Russians, or between the Russians and the Chinese, might almost be none !
existent as far as Soviet propaganda is concerned. The picture of the West which the| VOA
paip,ts is a good ;i‘ea.l more heterogeneous, | i

H i ; ’ 1
i g. mon-é‘gagzation to the psychology of 'speciflc audiences., Moscow, Linlike the
VOA,i|shows an amazing lack of interest in the specific mational traditions, national |
susceptibilities, lete. of its various audiences. They ‘are all treated as being alike|in
thati they are battlegrounds between "the people" and Wall Street or its lackeys, |

it i ' i | |

H j h, Immn oz‘"ing issues other then the main one. Soviet propaganda ignnre}s to at‘mi
extrgme degree cleevages such as that between India and Pakistan, or betwee: Jews and
‘Arabs, or between Catholics and Protegtants. The VOA appears less extireme in this

respect, Moscow also concentrates its own propaganda on & smaller number cf suthhemesi than

ure uged by the V(‘)f. : |
iy ' i

€. Soviet Class-Mindedness : } ;

i Although }glass thinking is far less prominent in present-day Soviet prbpaganda
than/in the classics of Marxism, it is nevertheless still somewhat more prominent than'in
VOa ibroadcasts. The word "people's" as applied to "democracy" has some class connotations,
for ‘::}.Fstance, and {the enemy is often identified as Wall Street, monopolists, reaction- -
aries, etc. H |

| i
MV. rmericen Relipion and Tradition
ti

I 1
i
i

I

reli‘g:}.bua pecple by attacking religion as such, they have only ve: rarely attempted t‘
enlis} religious sentiments actively on their side. In VOA broed- .sts also religlon as
such ;is not a major theme, but it does occur. There is'an appreciable frequency of words

such }T.s God, Jesus;,; Christian, holy, sgiritual, faith, and prayer. There is algo in VOA
] ‘ i H

;
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It is +oted above that the ke;mote of Soviet;propaganda is the word ;struggle."

and|rigid division of its world into two parts, one wholly black and the other wholly ‘

A L | 1 s
m a, llo éelf-gisapgroval. Urlike Moscow, the Voice has on occasion admitted that
thpgg on its side are not always in agreement on everything. It has also admitted that the

S c. No digsapproval of allies. The VOA has on occasion quoted people j'who expresséd‘
the!lidea that our allies should bear their full share of the burden of collective security,

S d. Asséftions of complete uniiy. To the VOA, Weatern unity is somet‘hing tﬂét is:
urgently needed ~3d is in process of being achieved; to Moscow, "democratic! unity is’ P

T ; ’ ; | V
a. Eeligion and ethics, While Soviet propagandists take pains not to| antagopize P
o L

»



| |

| | | k ‘ |
Approved For Release 2008/03/03 . CIA-RDP80-00809A000500730210-4 _—| !
| : i STAT:

. ‘ ! .‘ w : |
| \ g i

I !
1 ;

- 7 e

i

troadcasts a groiip of very broad ethical terms ﬁ;hich may be psychologicjally associated with
religion: d4deals, ethical, moral strength, inne‘r strength, purity cf soul. |

b, Iradition, Another cluster of terms used by the VOA whichl is difficult to
interpret includes tradition, cultural heritage,} way of life, and, on the nezptive side,
"alien," It is possible that these representi th: ethnocentric or nationalistic attitudes
which in the pist have been associated with poliitical conservatism, or it is possible
that they represent an anthropological appreciation of the organic unity of any given
culture--others, as well asiour own. 1’

8. The Western Defensive Role

|

| _

| !
There is; still anoiher cluster of terms

| !
which cannot he grouped with | those
discussed up to this point because it seems to reflect not a cultural difference but a |
difference in the present political roles of East and West, In spite of the ":i.gor of the
Soviet "peace" ¢(ampafgn and of the Soviet attempt to pin the guilt of war andTaggression on
the rling ~ircles of the Vest, the Western defensive posture is reflected in | the fact that! !
the VOA has a much more differentiated set of terms associated with the |defensive role
than Moseo™ does: common peril, collective security, Joint defense, integration of |
defense, resisting aggression, sad necessity, no|appeasement, invading hordes, refugees, |
etc. The absence: of the word "appeasement" in Soviet broadcasts is eSpefcially; striking;
Moscow does not say "we in the democratic camp cannot appease the imperialists;‘." Perhaps,
as in the rather erude attempts of the Soviet propagandists to appropridte the  Western
ideclogy of demoeracy and individual freedom, this is a case of taking over mq‘ch&nically
a few key words without taking over the complete [ecluster of ideas associ}ated with the

experience of being ectually in a defensive position. }

D. RESIME

1. f‘aimilari{ies

a. Same ‘values invoked:

Peace, friendship ‘ 1
Democracy | |
National independence !
Class justice i
Economic welfare i
Truthfulness
Anti-Nazism! |

Individual freedom (not stressed‘, but approved by Moscow)

| !

B ~J O\ N =

P

. Seme propagunda principles:

1) Clearness |

2) Simplieity .

3) Factualness:

4) Selection

5) Slanting i

6) Impression of objectivity (e.g.,iin tone of volce) o

7) Avoiding obvious lying on tangible facts !

8) Distortion primarily in the intangibles (motivation, etec.) i

9) Not attacking entrenched prejudices ! 1
10) Not dignifying opponent's position by quoting it }
11) Distinguishing between rulers and neople in enemy nations
12) Inecluding audience with self in a larger unity \ 5
133 Not eriticizing audience \ 1 i
14) Not grossly :flattering audience | } L
15) Pyramidal struacture; a few broad{themes and many subthemes 1
16) Blurring distinctions within enemy camp | i
17) Never Eor almost neverg giving eredit to enemy | i
18) Never (or almost never criticizing self or allies i i
19) Little or no means-end analysis | | |
202 Conforming to policy of own government | i

) Few, if any, facts without clear|propaganda implications
225 Little on the atom bomb :
23) Little specific material on military strength

|
i i
| i
|

! i
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c. Similarit*es eitrioutable‘to limitations of intelligence:

12 Not very much |adaptation to specifiec audiences
2) Not very much |talking in terms of listener's personal life

2. Dpifferences 1 ! : l
a. Soviet confllct-mindedness.

Greater frequency o’ denunciation

More military metaphors and words for physical violence
More words connoting suspicion

Fewer words representing the gentler virtues

Fewer words for moderation

Less xeference to eivilian life: home, children, etc.
More terms fon determination

More terms for strength

More terms foT unity . (?)

OB ~JO NN

b. American entertainment-mindedness:

1) More human interest
2)- More humor

3) More variety ‘

4 Evaluations in‘terms‘of interest

c. American individu&lism'

1) Individual freedom
2) Other references to individuals
3) More varied terma for democracy and tyranny

d. American fect-mindrdness:
| i

More terms! for\inadequete knowledge

More feats:

Less apelling out of interpretations

Less denunciation; fewer epithets (same as a 1)

More historical material

More direct diecussion of opponents! ideology

More specific mil*tary and economic comparisons

N OoOOViWO

e. Soviet dichotomizing.
No self-dlsapproval |

No approval of | the enemy

No disapproval |of allies

Aesertrona of complete unity

Blurring distinﬂtions within the enemy camp

Blurring distinctions within one's own camp
Non-edaptetion to the psychology of specific audiences
Ignoring igsues other, than the main one

l

f. Soviet clnss-mindeeness.‘

g. American religion And trgdition.

RB-J N\ WoR

.l; Religion and ethics ;“‘
2 Tradition (end ethnocentrism?)

h. The Western;defens1ve role.
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